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Sir: 

In accordance with the provisions of 37 C.F.R. § 41.41, Appellant respectfully submits 
this Reply Brief in response to the Examiner's Answer dated January 17, 2007. Entry of this 
Reply Brief is respectfully requested. 
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U.S. Application. No.: 10/684,688 



Attorney Docket No.: Q77964 



STATUS OF CLAIMS 

Claims 1-24 are pending. Claims 1-21 have been rejected, and are the subject of this 

appeal. Claims 22 through 24, which were added in the Amendment filed May 20, 2004, have 
not been addressed by the Examiner despite repeated requests by the Appellant. Nonetheless, 
because claims 22-24 depend directly or indirectly on claim 1, Applicant submits that they 
should be considered along with claim 1. 
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GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

(1) Claims 1-4, 6-8, 11, 12, 14, 17, 18 and 19 are rejected under § 102(e) as being 

anticipated by Sullivan (US 6,884,183). 

(2) Claims 5, 9, 10 and 13 are rejected under § 103(a) over Sullivan in view of an obvious 
design choice. 

(3) Claims 20 and 21 are rejected under § 103(a) over Sullivan in view of U.S. Patent No. 
5,566,943 to Boehm. 
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Attorney Docket No.: Q77964 



ARGUMENT 

(1) Claims 1-4, 6-8, 1 1, 12, 14, 17, 18 and 19 stand rejected under § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Sullivan (US 6,884,183). 

Appellant respectfully submits that this rejection is in error because Sullivan (US 

6,884,183) fails to disclose "a plurality of flat surface regions formed on the outermost spherical 
surface," as recited in claim 1. 

The Examiner alleges that Sullivan does disclose a plurality of flat surface regions 
formed on the outermost spherical surface. Specifically, in the Advisory Action of July 31, 
2006, the Examiner disagrees with Appellant's assertion that Sullivan does not teach flat regions 
on the outermost surface of the golf ball stating: 

If not mistake[n] a golf ball is suppose[d] to be spherical such as 
the golf ball in which the applicant's dimple pattern is shown to be 
on. "Spherical" does not imply that the golf ball must be shaped 
exactly circular. 

(Advisory Action of July 3 1 , 2006). Additionally, the Examiner provides an annotated FIG. 3 A 
with a tangent line constructed "to the side surface of one of the dimples." (Advisory Action, p. 
2). Further, the Examiner states that as shown by the drawing, the line is parallel to the surface 
of the outer portions of the dimples. Then, the Examiner somehow reasons that this can only 
indicate that the surface had to be milled in such a fashion that it is flat before placing the 
additional dimples within it. Based on this reasoning, the Examiner concludes that this is 
evidence enough that the dimples must comprise flat regions. 

In contrast, Appellant submits that the Examiner has misread the reference. First, no 
portion of Sullivan indicates that the golf ball is milled as alleged in the Office Action. Rather, 
the golf ball may be molded. Thus, the reasoning applied by the Examiner within the Advisory 
Action of July 3 1 , 2006, is unsupported. In a related statement in the Office Action of April 5, 
2006, the Examiner also presumes that the polygon dimples were formed in flat regions first 
before contouring with the dimples. (Office Action of April 5, 2006, p. 8) This statement is also 
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unsupported by Sullivan. In each of the above instances, the Examiner is relying on conclusory 
remarks unsupported by Sullivan. 

Figure 3B of Sullivan is reproduced below. 



Inter-sectional 
Spacings 22 



Dimples - triangular 
sections (col. 5, lines 13- 
16). 




Inter-dimple 
Spacings 20 



FIG. 3B 



These portions run continuously in a 
circumferential direction (cannot be flat 
unless ball is flat. 



As illustrated in FIG. 3B, Sullivan's golf ball includes triangular dimples 12 which are 
separated by either inter-sectional spacings 22 or inter-dimple spacings 20. This configuration, 
which is representative of Sullivan as applied by the Examiner, fails to disclose all the features 
recited in claim 1 . In particular, no flat surface regions, and more particularly, no dimples 
disposed within a flat surface region are disclosed. As is clearly illustrated, the dimples 
(triangular) 12 of Sullivan are disposed in between inter-sectional spacings 22, inter-dimple 
spacings 20 or a combination of the two. However, claim 1 recites that a dimple is disposed 
within said plurality of the flat surface regions. Because neither the inter-sectional spacings 22 
nor the inter-dimple spacings 20 constitute flat surface regions, Sullivan fails to disclose all the 
recited features. 
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More specifically, Appellant submits that the inter-dimple spacings 20 and inter-section 
spacings 22 are not flat surface regions for the following reasons. First, no portion of Sullivan 
discloses that these are flat surface regions. To the contrary, Sullivan discloses that the inter- 
sectional spacings 22 form a number of great circles around the ball. (col. 5, lines 26-28, lines 
37-38, lines 48-50). Second, as shown in FIG. 3B, the spaces representing both the inter- 
sectional 22 spacings and the inter-dimple 20 spacings run continuously around the ball's 
outermost surface without any breaks (notice solid black arrows that show pointing to various 
locations where this occurs). If any portion on the outermost portion residing witiiin the inter- 
sectional 22 or inter-dimple 20 spacings were to be a flat surface, the figure (FIG. 3A) would 
have to show at least a line wherein two adjacent flat surface area portions would meet. Because 
the portions demarcated with the black arrows run continuously until they intersect either a 
dimple edge or another spacing, and do so v^dthout any solid line showing the convergence of 
two flat surface portions within any of the spacings. Appellants submit that there is no basis for 
the Examiner's contention that these portions contain any flat surface areas. 

Moreover, because the dimples are disposed within these spacings (inter-sectional 22 or 
inter-dimple 20) which do not contain any flat surface regions, Sullivan cannot disclose a dimple 
disposed within a flat surface region. 

Therefore, Appellant submits that claim 1 is allowable for at least this reason. 
Additionally, Appellant submits that because this same feature is recited in claims 8, 13 and 14, 
these claims are allowable for the same reasons set forth above. Furthermore, Appellant submits 
that claims 3-4, 6-7, 1 1-12 and 18-19 are allowable, at least because of their dependency. 

(2) Claims 5, 9, 10 and 13 stand rejected under Sullivan in view of an obvious design 
choice. 

The Examiner concedes that Sullivan does not disclose the number of dimples recited in 
these claims. In order to compensate for this deficiency, the Examiner states that it would have 
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been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to have this number of dimples to reduce the land 
area of the golf ball. 

However, despite this alleged modification proposed by the Examiner, the combination 
fails to compensate for the above noted deficiency of Sullivan. Thus, Appellant submits that 
claims 5, 9, 10 and 13 are allowable, at least because of their dependency. 

(3) Claims 20 and 21 have been rejected as being unpatentable over Sullivan in view of 
U.S. Patent No. 5,566,943 to Boehm. 

The Examiner concedes that Sullivan does not disclose the dimple having a bottom 
parallel to the surface region. To compensate for this deficiency, the Examiner applies Boehm. 
However, because Boehm fails to compensate for the deficiency noted above with regard to 
independent claims 1, 8, 13, 14 and 17, Appellant submits that dependent claims 20 and 21 are 
allowable, at least, because of their dependency. 
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CONCLUSION 

For the above reasons as well as the reasons set forth in Appeal Brief, Appellant 
respectfully requests that the Board reverse the Examiner's rejections of all claims on Appeal. 
An early and favorable decision on the merits of this Appeal is respectfully requested. 

Respectfully submitted. 
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